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REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF FINAL OFFICE ACTION 
The Final Office Action mailed December 19, 2005 rejected claims 1 and 14 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Pukkila (US 20010017904 Al). The Office Action 
rejected claims 1, 14, and 27 (among others) under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Parolari (US 20040081248 Al). Applicants disagree with these rejections and request review. 
5 Claims 1 is mot anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) by Pukkila 

Independent claim 1 is directed to a "system for implementing Incremental Redundancy 
(IR) operations in a wireless receiver." This system of claim 1 includes: 

a baseband processor that is operable to receive analog signals corresponding to a data block 
and to sample the analog signal to produce samples; 
10 an equalizer that is operable to receive the samples from the baseband processor, to equalize 

the samples, and to produce soft decision bits of the data block; 

a system processor that is operable to receive the soft decision bits and to initiate IR 
operations; and 

an IR processing module operably coupled to the system processor that is operable to 
1 5 receive the soft decision bits and to perform IR operations on the soft decision bits. 

The Office Action equates block 203 of Pukkila (Ampl., A/D) with the baseband processor 
of claim 1 . Block 203 of Pukkila is a combined amplifier and analog to digital converter. A 
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combined amplifier and analog to digital converter is simply not equivalent to a baseband processor. 
A baseband processor, in addition to performing amplification and analog-to-digital conversion 
operations, is capable of performing significant other baseband processing operations, as is 
described in the specification of the present application. Thus, the combined amplifier and analog 
5 to digital converter of Pukkila block 203 does not equate to the baseband processor element of claim 
1 and, for this reason, Pukkila does not anticipate claim 1 . 

The Office Action equates three elements of claim 1 with block 205' of Pukkila. Firstly, the 
Office Action equates the equalizer of claim 1 with block 205 (of block 205') of FIG. 2 of Pukkila. 
Secondly, the Office Action equates the system processor with block 205' of FIG. 2 (and operations 

10 of FIG. 3) of Pukkila. Thirdly, the Office Action equates the IR processing module with block 205' 
of FIG. 2 (and operations of FIG. 3) of Pukkila. Equating block 205' with multiple claim elements 
is impermissible in making an anticipation rejection. Each teaching of a prior art reference can only 
be used to meet one claim element. Because block 205' is cited against multiple elements of claim 
1, Pukkila does not anticipate claim 1. 

15 Block 205' of FIG. 2 of Pukkila cannot be equated to either the system processor or the IR 

processing module of claim 1. As Pukkila describes at paragraph 25, last sentence, block 205' is a 
"turbo equalizer." Block 205' of FIG. 2 of Pukkila performs equalization, deinterleaving, decoding, 
and reinterleaving operations. Block 205' is not "a system processor that is operable to receive the 
soft decision bits and to initiate IR operations" as required by claim 1. Block 205' is not "an IR 

20 processing module operably coupled to the system processor that is operable to receive the soft 
decision bits and to perform IR operations on the soft decision bits." Thus, Pukkila does not 
disclose either the system processor or the IR processing module of claim 1. For this reason, 
Pukkila does not anticipate claim 1 . 
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Pukkila further fails to describe the interaction among the elements of claim 1 . FIG. 3 of 
Pukkila does not describe how any of blocks of FIG. 2 receives soft decision bits and initiates IR 
operations as does the system processor of claim 1. Pukkila does not describe how any of the 
blocks of FIG. 2 receives soft decision bits and performs IR operations on the soft decision bits as 
5 does the IR processing module of claim 1 . For this reason as well, Pukkila does not anticipate claim 
1. 

Claims 14 is not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) by Pukkila 

Independent claim 14 is directed to a "system for implementing Incremental Redundancy 
(IR) operations in a wireless receiver." This system includes: 

10 (1) at least one processing device that is operable to receive an analog signal 

corresponding to a data block, to sample the analog signal to produce samples, to equalize the 
samples, to produce soft decision bits of the data block, and to initiate IR operations; and 

(2) an IR processing module operably coupled to the at least one processing device that 
is operable to receive the soft decision bits and to perform IR operations on the soft decision bits. 

1 5 As was the case with the rejection of claim 1 , the Office Action equates multiple elements of 

independent claim 14 with block 205' of FIG. 2 (blocks 305-318 of FIG. 3 of Pukkila). Firstly, the 
Office action equates "at least one processing device" of claim 1 with block 205' of FIG. 2 and FIG. 
3 blocks 305-318 of Pukkila. Secondly, the Office action equates "an IR processing module" of 
claim 1 with block 205' of FIG. 2 and FIG. 3 blocks 305-318 of Pukkila. Because block 205' is 

20 cited against multiple elements of claim 14, Pukkila does not anticipate claim 14. 

Further, block 205' of FIG. 2 of Pukkila cannot be equated to either the IR processing 
module of claim 14. As Pukkila describes at paragraph 25, last sentence, block 205' is a "turbo 
equalizer." Block 205' of FIG. 2 of Pukkila performs equalization, deinterleaving, decoding, and 
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reinterleaving operations. Block 205' is not "an IR processing module operably coupled to the at 
least one processing device to receive the soft decision bits and to perform IR operations on the soft 
decision bits" as claim 14 requires. Thus, Pukkila does not disclose the IR processing module of 
claim 14. For this reason, Pukkila does not anticipate claim 14. 
5 Pukkila further fails to disclose a processing device that initiates IR operations . While 

Pukkila discloses a method for performing IR operations, it fails to describe what structure of FIG. 2 
could "initiate IR operations." Thus, Pukkila fails to "identically set forth" all elements of claim 14 
and, for this reason, Pukkila fails to anticipate independent claim 14. 

Claims 1, 14, and 27 are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C 102(e) by Parolari 
The Office Action cites FIG. 5 and related text of Parolari as anticipating claim 1. FIG. 5 
of Paraolari illustrates a control processor, an equalizer, and an incremental redundancy buffer, 
among other elements. Claim 1 requires a baseband processor, an equalizer, a system processor, 
and an IR processing module. At best Paraolari discloses the system processor and equalizer of 
claim 1 . Paraolari does not disclose an IR processing module and baseband processor that are 
distinct from the system processor and equalizer, as required by claim 1. Further, claim 1 
requires that "the system processor is operable to receive the soft decision bits from the [the 
equalizer] and to initiate IR operations" and that the "IR processing module ... is operable to 
receive the soft decision bits and to perform IR operations." Paraolari fails to disclose any 
separate elements that are operable to "initiate IR operations" and/or to perform IR operations. 

Claim 14 requires the distinct elements of "at least one processing device" and "an IR 
processing module", the IR processing module operable to perform IR operations. Parolari does 
not disclose such distinct elements. Parolari does not disclose which of its elements performs IR 
processing operations, how they are initiated, or how they are accomplished. 
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Claim 27 is a method claim describing how IR processing is accomplished within a 
wireless receiver that includes an IR Processing module. As described with reference to claims 1 
and 14, Parolari does not disclose a distinct IR processing module or its operations, as are 
required by claim 27. 
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